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Summary of Problem and Methodology
The purpose o£ this study was to investigate and analyze the
approaches used, adopted, or conteii5)lated by ten selected urban
school systems during the past seven years, 1974-1981, and with
regards to their plans for reducing such personnel in the future.
More specifically, this study will address the following
research questions:
1. What were the top three major factors that led to
the decision to reduce or seriously consider re¬
ducing personnel in these systems?
2. Was the decision or mandate to reduce or seriously
consider the reduction in personnel an administra¬
tive one, or decided by an appointed or elected
governing body?.
3. How and who developed or selected the approaches
used, adopted or contenplated for reduction of
personnel in these systems?
4. What procedures were followed to officially endorse
the approaches that were used, adopted or con-
tenplated for reduction of personnel in their
systems?
5. What are the features of these approaches to RIF
Policies that were widely accepted by the entire
• system or by personnel?
6. What were the featiires of these approaches to RIF
Policies that were challenged legally?
7. Does a person's job position, level of seniority,
educational background, sex, race, or age signifi¬
cantly affect how he/she will respond to various
aspects of the RIF policy of their local school system?
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The Population and Procedure
The population consisted of twenty-eight school districts that
are members of the Council of Great City Schools. The Council is an
educational organization representing the largest urban school systems
in the country. Wherein all members of the Council were contacted
initially, the study was conducted only on the basis that at least 30
percent agreed to participate.
Information obtained about these systems was sought from specific
types of individuals from each of the ten participating school systems.
Three supervisory persons, nine classroom teachers and nine principals
were randomly identified and were sent a RIF Questionnaire. In addition,
personal interviews were conducted with superintendents and two board
members for seven of the ten school systems included in this study.
Summary of Findings
According to the respondents, the findings resulting from this
study are as follows:
1. All participating school systems have either developed
a RIF policy or are governed by union contracts or
state statutes. In each case, with one exception,
seniority is the method by which staff reduction takes
place.
2. Declining enrollment, fiscal demands and overhiring were
identified by teachers, principals and supervisory
. persons as the three major factors that led to reduction
in personnel. Superintendents and board members
supported these listings but identified politics as a
third major factor.
The most predominant methods by which decisions were
made to implement a RIF policy were by the board or a




4. Teachers, principals and si^ervisors were very similar
in their perceptions relative to the fairness of their
RIF policy.
5. Rating of qualification by training, affirmative action,
observed performance and competency rating were factors
listed as having been legally challenged.
6. Although sex, race, age, seniority, and educational
background were variables to be considered, job position
appeared to be the only variable which played a signifi¬
cant role in the manner in which a person responded to
items concerning certain aspects of the local school
system’s RIF policy.
Conclusions
The conclusions of this study have been drawn li^jon responses
from categorical employees within each participating school system and
how these respondents view the practiced RIF approach, policy or plan
developed by their respective school systems.
Based on the forementioned findings, the following conclusions
may be drawn:
1. Although a statistical significant difference did not
exist among the groips regarding official involvement,
a higher percentage of employees with less than ten
years of seniority have been officially involved with
RIF plans than those with more years of experience.
Consequently, the position of the person seems to
determine how the RIF policy was regarded. The higher
the position, the more positive were the responses.
2. The apparent lack of si:q)port and the skepticism on the
part of teachers can be attributed to the fact that
their level of official involvement in the development
• of the RIF policy was limited.
3. It appears that the decision to develop a RIF policy
was due primarily because of declining enrollment,
fiscal demands and over-hiring.
4. Seniority and attrition appear to be the most prevalent
considerations of school systems when faced with the
decision to reduce staff.
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5. It is evident that none of the participating school
systems have developed a conprehensive, equitable
approach to reduce personnel that is suitable to
all situations.
Recommendations
In view of the fact that the problem investigated in this study
is germane to all school systems, especially urban school systems
faced with the potential of drastic cuts, it is recommended that:
1. School systems seek to include a cross representation
of all role groi^js by job position during the planning,
development, and inplementation stages of the RIF
policy.
2. Research be conducted to examine the impact of RIF on
such factors as affirmative action, conpetency rating,
observed performance and rating of job qualification.
3. Alternative models be identified which include factors
other than seniority and examine their rate of success.
4. A future study be conducted to investigate the possi¬
bility for a more equitable approach to RIF with
consideration being given to personnel as well as to
program.
5. School systems update and maintain demographic
information to facilitate enrollment forecasting in
order to more effectively and efficiently accommodate
changes dictated by the decline in pupil population.
6. This study be replicated focusing on job satisfaction
and enployee morale as controlling factors.
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THE PROBLEM AND ITS SETTING
Background and Rationale
No single factor is more often cited as a basis for real or projected needs for reduction
in force than changes in population characteristics. We are in the “post youth” decade,
a time when the average age in America is gradually increasing and the number of school
age children is rapidly decreasing.
Enrollment decline has created a new set of education catchwords and initialisms.
It has gone far in reversing some career gains made by women and minority educators.
Good teachers have been excised and the curriculum abridged. These are school systems’
responses to the effect of fewer students.
It h£is become increasingly evident that school administrators across the nation are
consistently being faced with Reduction in Force (RIF), the current expression for staff
layoffs.
At one time, schools were bursting at the seams and school systems were exploring ways
of enticing teachers to come to their districts. Between 1950 and 1970, elementary school
enrollment increased from twenty-two million to thirty-seven million, and secondary en¬
rollment rose 120% from 6.5 million to nearly fifteen million. The teaching staff increased
from 960,000 to 2.2 million nationwide. Total school enrollment reached its high of 51.3
million in 1971.^
Both money and public commitment to education were there to help. Expenditures
for public elementary and secondary schools rose during the period from 5.8 billion to 40.7
billion. Adjusted per pupil expenditure climbed from $450 to $1,041. America’s confi¬
dence in education was reflected in the fact that total educational expenditures amounted
to 7.5 percent of the Gross National Product (GNP) in the early seventies. Federal funds
increased twenty-fold; state funding rose by more than 700 percent during that time.2
Administrators and school boards became so pre-occupied with crowded and anti¬
quated facilities, teacher shortages, and inadequate programs, that the sudden shift in the
upward enrollment trend caught school systems off guard, even though there were some
indication of an enrollment decline in 1968.
^Education U.S.A. Special Report, Declining Enrollment: Current Trends in School Policies and
Programs, National School Public Relations Association (1976), p. 7.
^Ibid., p. 9.
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Schools were unprepared for this decline and were suddenly faced with having to reduce
staff. The educational research service in Arlington, Virginia, reported in 1974 that thirty-
six percent of almost 500 school districts surveyed have been forced to cut their profes¬
sional staff, primarily because of enrollment drops.
The National School Boards Association revealed in Declining Enrollments: Its Chal¬
lenges for Urban School Boards, that several of the largest United States School Systems
have enrollment decreases of as much as 23 percent between 1971-1978.^ Federal projec¬
tions show another 15 percent decline in secondary school enrollment between 1976
and 1984.
In a paper prepared for The National Institute of Education, U.S. Department of Health
Education and Welfare, Russel G. Davis and Gary M. Lewis reviewed the Population Pro¬
jections of the U.S. Census Bureau. Their findings were that between 1975 and 1986
there would be a decrease of some 5.5 million elementary school age children and that
from 1976-1990 secondary school enrollments will decline.^
Urban school systems in many states, such as, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, California,
and Michigan, to name a few, are currently experiencing a tremendous staff reduction.
New York City, alone, lost about 20,000 teachers during the 1975-1976 budgetary crisis.®
While declining enrollments and increasing cost have placed pressures on the schools
for reduction in force, other social pressures have contributed to an increase in education
personnel, consequently, increasing educational costs. In order to accomplish reduction in
force, a reduction in service to children may be necessary. In the 1960’s the needs of poor
and minority students were stressed, and more recently, the needs of students from non-
english speaking backgrounds, gifted students and handicapped students. The additional
services needed by these groups and the most productive means of delivery are unresolved
issues.®
With the trends of declining enrollments and a tightening economy outdistancing the
process of normal staff attrition, more and more of today’s educational administrators are
faced with the painful process of informing professional employees that their services are
no longer needed. Higher education officials are taking steps to make student teaching
programs more competitive and school finance experts are seeking ways to bolster budgets
in the wake of tax rejections by voters."^ Nevertheless, school administrators are still left
with a problem needing immediate as well as long term solutions.
®Abramowitz, Susan and Rosenfeld, Stuart (ed.) DecliningEnrollments: The Challenge of the Coming
Decade “The Demographic Background to Changing Enrollments and School Needs”, p. 20.
^Ibid., p. 41.
^Massachusetts Department of Education, Declining Enrollment with Massachusetts Public Schools
(1978), p. 43.
®Mary A. Golladay and Jay Noell, ed. The Conditions of Education (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Depart¬
ment of Health Education and Welfare, National Center for Education Statistics, 1978), p. 66.
^Educational Research Service, Inc., Local Policies for Reduction in Force (Arlington, Virginia!
April 1975), p. 1.
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When circumstances mandate reduction in personnal, seniority traditionally has been the
major criterion used in determining the retention of employees. Seniority has come under
fire, however, as non-tenured teachers have gained job security rights of their own through
litigation. The seniority issue is clouded further by court-mandated minority hiring require¬
ments.
While reduction in force is a practice which has been applied in private businesses and
industry for a number of years, education does not have any wide experience with reduc¬
tion in force as an organizational need and practice. One critical issue is whether reductions,
when they occur, should be based on seniority as an employee, seniority as a professional
(including work from another system), preparation, attendance, or on appraisals of em¬
ployee performance.®
In any event, it appears that quality education for all children should be the goal and the
most productive methods must be explored to assure quality results.
Search of the literature reveals that the status of reduction in force varies greatly. Some
districts have massive layoffs while others do not. Some districts have voluminous policies
and procedures to deal with while others have no formal statement on the subject. Among
the forty-six states that have tenure or continuing contract laws, each has different provi¬
sions for dismissal.^ In many cases, those districts which have had to reduce staff, have
adopted elaborate statements. The question of seniority is not necessarily limited to how
long one has been a teacher, counselor, or an administrator. An examination of Reduction
in Force policies and procedures reveals that niany factors bear upon seniority. Some ex¬
amples: Is seniority expressed in terms of experience in all previous and present employ¬
ment? Is it terms of length of service in the building, department, grade level, school dis¬
trict? Are certification, field preparation, participation in professional activities relevant?
Consequently, provisions for determining seniority in some school systems are as compli¬
cated as predicting specific events in the coming years.^®
For some few school districts, the problem of reduction in force appears to be an
irrevalent issue, it is something that happens to somebody else.
However, a 1978 AASA (American Association of School Administrators) Critical Issues
Report predicts that the overwhelming majority of all school districts will suffer enroll¬
ment losses in the next decade—all sizes and types, both rural and urbsin, and in all parts
of the country.
School boards and teacher associations share concerns over the why, how, when and
who of reduction in force.
®George H. Cohen, Reductions in Force Among Teachers from the Local Associations Perspective:
A Challenge Posed by an Energing Problem (Washington, D.C.: National Education Association, 1978),
p. 81.
^Jerome Cramer, “How Would Your Faucet Work if..The American School Board Journal
(October 1976): p. 22.
^®Newsietter, “The Trauma of Reduction In Force” NASSP (1976), p. 151.
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Although seniority is and has been the most manageable approach to Reduction in
Force, some few school systems are attempting to attack the issue in a more equitable
fashion. The Atlanta Public School System is currently in the process of piloting a policy
for reduction in force. However, its approach is not a universal one. The need for a study
that investigates different approaches used would be helpful to this, and other systems.
In an attempt to facilitate efforts to address the problem of reduction in personnel,
this study was designed to examine approaches used by other school systems that are faced
with immediate and projected cuts in personnel; and to present a composite description of
the feelings and opinions of personnel and the decision-making bodies of these systems/
districts which can serve as a basis for decisions and procedures for reducing personnel
in the future.
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study was to investigate and analyze the approaches used, adopted,
or being contemplated for reducing personnel in selected urban school systems during the
past seven years, 1974-1981, and their plans for reducing such personnel in the future.
Research Questions
More specifically, this study will address the following research questions:
1. What were the top three major factors that led to the decision to reduce or seriously
consider reducing personnel in these schools?
2. Was the decision or mandate to reduce or to seriously consider the reduction of per¬
sonnel an administrative (superintendent and cabinet) one, or decided by an ap¬
pointed or elected governing body (Board of Educations, etc.)?
3. How and who (what kinds of employees or consultants) developed or selected the
approaches used, adopted or contemplated for reduction of personnel in these
systems?
4. What procedures were followed to officially endorse the approaches that were used,
adopted or contemplated for reduction of personnel in these systems?
5. What are the features of these approaches to RIF Policy that were widely accepted
by the entire system or by personnel?
6. What were the features of these approaches to RIF Policy that were challenged
legally?
7. Does a person’s job position, level of seniority, educational background, sex, race
or age significantly affect how he/she will respond to various aspects of the RIF
policy of their local school systems?
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Scope and Limitations
1. This study was only concerned with the larger urban school systems.
2. The time frame of this study begins with 1974-1980 and continues through 1981.
3. This study focused on the personnel of these systems and not on their educational
programs or services delivered to their students and communities.
4. In that reduction in force seems to have been a universal conclusion to which these
systems individually and independently arrived, this study focused primarily on
how this might be achieved rather than considering alternatives for supporting
existing personnel.
5. Personnel in this study were limited to the salaried professional employees and not
to the total work force of the school system (especially not to unsalaried, nonpro¬
fessional support personnel).
6. The school systems considered in this study are all public school systems.
Definition of Terms
In order that the views in this study are clear to the reader, certain terms are defined.
1. Affirmative Action — An effective plan for giving special attention to eradicating the
imbalance of inequity in the current workers or — Blacks and minorities, especially
in hiring and promotion policies.
2. Approaches — Various policies, plans or established procedures.
3. Attrition — Natural process by which the personnel work force dwindles in a school
System.
4. Non-Tenured — Persons with the least number of service in a system.
5. Middle Management — All employees who function as building principals, field
coordinators, field supervisors, and/or field resource persons.
6. Post Youth Decade — The “post war” period beginning around 1973 when the birth
fertility rates began the steady decline.
7. Professional Employee — All school system’s/district’s certified, salaried persons
working under the contract issued by the system.
8. Reduction in Force (RIF) — A process by which school systems/are forced to re¬
duce, cut back, lay off, fire, or pink slip professional staff as a result of declining
enrollment and/or rising costs.
9. Seniority — The total length of service of an employee within their respective school
systems.
10. Urban — A setting characterized as a major city in the United States with a popu¬
lation of more than 250,000.11.Urban School System — A school system with a student population of more than
35,000 and is located in a major city in the United States with a population of
more than 250,000.
Basic Assumptions
In selecting and pursuing this problem, the following assumptions were made:
1. Urban school systems’ personnel will continue to constitute a significant portion
of the school personnel work force in the United States.
-6-
2. Reduction in force will continue to be a major issue facing historically large school
systems over the next decade or longer.
3. For systems that will have to reduce personnel in the future, the equitableness
of the approach taken will become increasingly important.
4. School systems faced with reduction in force in the future would benefit from the
collective wisdom of the past.
Significance of the Study
Reduction In Force (RIF) is a fact that must be faced by school administrators through¬
out this country. If there is a simple solution to Reduction In Force, it is not yet evidenced
in the literature. As a Nebraska superintendent puts it, “at its best. Reduction In Force is
a distasteful activity. At its worse. Reduction In Force is totally nasty, causing distrust
and disruption within a faculty and staff that can have lasting effects.’’^ It appears that
most school districts have attempted to “play safe” and use seniority as the guiding prin¬
ciple to lay off personnel. In addition, many school systems seem to hope that attrition
will take care of the need to reduce staff.
The literature reveals that the decline in student enrollment has dropped from forty-six
million to forty-four million since 1974. Consequently, more than 40 percent of the
nation’s schools have suffered staff reductions. Census reports are predicting another three
to four million enrollment decline before 1983. This indicates that fewer children will mean
fewer personnel. These being the facts, school administrators and school boards will be
forced to drastically cut staff. The condition of the public schools’ arena as it relates to
reduction in personnel is evident. Some crucial issues with which school administrators
are faced and must address are: that the trends in declining enrollments and a tightening
of the economical conditions are outdistancing the normal attrition rate; that RIF is in¬
evitable; that future decisions may affect both the gain made for women and minority
groups as well as quality programs for children; that professional organizations will more
aggressively share their concerns over the why, how, who, when and what of RIF decisions;
and that the public has, and will continue to expect more for the taxpayers’ dollar. Cutting
away at staff is inevitable and according to a 1977 survey conducted by the American Asso¬
ciation of School Administrators, less than half the nation’s school systems have RIF
policies.
No longer do school administrators and school boards have a choice and no longer
can seniority and attrition be received as the answer to the on-going problems of a decrease
in pupil population.
It would be tragic for school systems to be suddenly faced with the decision to lay
off a significant number of teachers and are found without clearly stated Reduction In
lllbid.,p. 150.
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Force policy and procedures, or even worse, no policy and procedures at all.
The significance of this study was dictated by the fact that more and more school
systems are experiencing declining enrollments, consequently, the need to reduce staff
personnel. More specifically, this study was significant because this study addressed an
identifiable problem for all school systems, but especially urban systems/districts faced with
immediate and drastic cuts in personnel.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction
The literature was extensive with relevant articles on reduction in personnel but did
not reflect specific studies in the topic. In his article “What school boards do when that
irresistible force called RIF meets that immovable force called Affirmative Action,” Gregg
W. Downey gives an account of how a school board in Bermerton, Washington dealt with
the problem. Although Bermerton’s overall RIF policy uses retention priorities based on
certification, formal preparation, length of service to the system and in the specific position
as criteria for RIF, it makes some crucial exceptions relative to minorities and the sex of
employees.1
In that same article Downey shared that another West Coast school system follows a
RIF policy based on seniority but has a strong Affirmative Action program as a part of its
hiring practices. He quoted Santa Barbara Superintendent Lowell Jackson as saying, “If
teacher layoffs become necessary, they will be affected almost exclusively on the basis of
seniority except where educational competency is involved—as in the case of bilingual
teachers. ”2
A reality for school system administrators and employees is that declining enrollments
and fiscal cut backs lead to insecure feelings of a position for the work force as a whole.
While there are more females of child bearing age than ever before, they are bearing fewer
children, Samuel A. Moore, in his article “The Last Shall Be The First and The First Shall Be
Last” stated that “Actually, we know about the impending decline in school enrollment fully
five years before it becomes evident at the kindergarten level.
It appears that reduction in personnel may be influenced by many variables, however,
the review of literature for this study focused primarily on declining enrollment, teacher
tenure, evaluation, legal implications and teacher association. These areas of concentration
were identified because of their potential impact on RIF. They relate to my topic in the fol¬
lowing manner:
1) Enrollment decline leads to reduction in personnel;
2) The tenure of teachers has the potential for creating concerns on the part of admini¬
strators;
3) In view of alternative approaches, evaluation may be a factor in RIF decisions;
^Gregg W. Downey, What school boards do when that irresistible force called RIF meets that immovable
object called Affirmative Action, ” American School Board Journal October, 1976, p. 35.
2lbid. p. 36.
^Samuel A Moore, “The Last Shall Be First and The First Shall Be Last,” Peabody Journal ofEducation,
July, 1978. p. 329.
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4) The possibility of legal challenges are an inherent factor when reducing personnel;
5) The fact that teachers constitute the largest number of personnel in school systems,
teacher organizations are representative voices for teachers.
The major sources used for collecting information relative to this study were the Educa¬
tional Resources Information Center (ERIC), The Educational Index, the Educational
Research Services, The National Institute of Education and The Council of Great City
Schools-Research Division.
Declining Enrollment
Declining school population is a national brend. Fewer babies are being bom. Women
W£mt challenges outside the home. They want careers, recognition in areas formerly domi¬
nated by men, and are postponing marriage andpenthood."*
When U.S. school doors open in the fall of 1982, they will admit the fewest elementary
and secondary students since 1962, when enrollments were in the middle of an upswing
that would last for eight more years.
The enrollment ebb and flow can be linked to the post-World War II baby boom.*
During the 1970s, total public school enrollment declined in thirty-nine states and the
District of Columbia. PK-12 enrollment fell 7.2 percent nationwide from fall 1970 to fall
1978. The District of Columbia had the largest enrollment decline in this period (-21.9
percent), followed by North Dakota (-17.0 percent). South Dakota (-16.9 percent), and
Delaware (-16.4 percent). However, four states gained total enrollment in excess of 10 per¬
cent: Arizona (+16.0 percent), Nevada (+14.7 percent), Alaska (+13.6 percent), and Idaho
(+11.3 percent).
Enrollments in the largest school districts in the country also fell substantially during
the 1970s. Six districts (St. Louis, Cleveland, Denver, Indianapolis, Columbus and Milwau¬
kee) lost more than 30 percent in pupil enrollment from 1971 to 1979. Eleven other dis¬
tricts lost from 20 to 29 percent in pupil enrollment. Only eight districts, all located in the
South or West, experienced enrollment increases (four in Florida and one each in Colorado,
Louisiana, Nevada, and Texas).*
Although the nation’s public elementary and secondary schools are projected to decrease
15 percent from the 1970 peak, K-12 enrollment is expected to rise 3 percent from 1984-
1989.
"* Education U.S.A. Special Report, Declining Enrollment: Current Trends in School Policies and Pro¬
grams, National School Public Relations Association, 1976, p. 47.
*Martin M. Frankel, “American Education: Ihrojecting a School Enrollment Turnaround,” August-
September 1981, p. 35.
* Education Research Service, Inc., “Enrollment Trends and Projections, "Indicators of Future School
Enrollments: A Reference Manual forPlanners, 1980, p. 3.
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Accvirate forecasting of enrollment can save school districts much of the stress of
making the adjustments necessary to accomodate changes in school population.’
The national enrollment decline is persistent enough to constitute one of the most
troublesome problems facing school districts today.
Because of the erratic patterns of enrollment decline, there has been a paucity of solu¬
tions to adopt or adapt.
In its study of current enrollment trends in the nation, the National School Public
Relations (NSPR) Study found that “school systems do experience the effects of the
population puU.”®
Although the National Center for Education Statistics, in its 1973 Projection of Educa¬
tion Statistics, accurately foresaw a decline in elementary enrollments, the demographic pro¬
file of each locale would determine the amount of decline or increase in school population.
W. Vance Grant, specialist in education statistics, reported on the back cover of the
June, 1980 American Education, that the changes in the annual number of births from the
early 1960s through the mid-1970s have had and will continue for some years to have a
profound effect upon school enrollment in this country. His statistical report revealed that
enrollment in kindergarten through eighth grade in public and private schools reached a
peak of 36.8 million in the fall of 1969 and then declined each year throughout the 70s.
The 1978 enrollment was 32.1 million, and the estimate for 1979 was 31.4 million. Pro¬
jections from the latest report of the National Center for Education Statistics indicate that
enrollment in the elementary grades should reach a low of 30.2 million by 1988.
Grades nine through twelve mainly enroll youngsters between fourteen and seventeen
years of age. Enrollment at this level in public and private schools peaked at 15.7 million
in the fall of 1976 and was down very slightly in 1977 and 1978. A further decline to 15.2
million was estimated for 1979. Decreases are projected for most years in the 1980s, bring¬
ing enrollment down to about 12.7 million in 1988.^
According to an Education U.S.A. Special Report, enrollment decline is a major pre¬
cursor of financial difficulties. State aid, federal funding, and the local tax base are among
the revenue sources for educational costs that go hand-and-glove with enrollmentchge.*®
The problem with enrollment changes and financial difficulties is that costs frequently
escalate regardless of the number of students enrolled.
An Education U.S.A. Special Report reflected that even before district officials realize
that enrollment is declining, they will be hit by an insidious effect—loss of state financial
aid. When such an aid is calculated on the basis of average daily attendance, it vanishes with
’Frankel, “American Education: Projecting a School Enrollment Turnaround,” p. 34.*
Education U.S.A. Special Report, p. 47.
®W. Vance Grant, American Education: Statistics of the Month—Enrollment Trends, Past and Present
(U.S. Department of Education, June 1980), p. back cover.
*®Education U.S.A. Special Report: Declining Enrollment, p. 10.
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the student. Unfortunately, the cost of educating students who were once in attendance do
not disappear as quickly. Bonds must still be services; facilities maintained and staff salaries
paid.
In a survey conducted by the National School Board Association in 1975, 71% of the
respondents listed reduced state aid as an effect of declining enrollment in their districts; it
far outranked any other single effect in severity. Thirty-nine districts surveyed by Education
U.S.A. reported loss of State aid as a “major problem.”
“The Baltimore County (Maryland) Public Schools” spent $900 per child in 1970,
$1,400 per child in 1976, and projected $2,000 by 1980. According to the Baltimore sys¬
tem: Schools experience a tri-fold dilemma in this climate. Enrollment decline leads to
budget reduction that leads to program abridgement. “
Based upon the formentioned Special Report, the teacher-pupil ration is unjustifiably
small while taxes and educational costs go up and up. School administrators grapple with
the same concerns as in the “boom years”—buildings, budgets, people—but from a totally
different perspective. There is a surplus of classroom space, the budget does not allow the
luxury of maintaining them, and the consolidation leads to displacement of personnel and
students. Cuts in programs and school closings bring irate parents to Board of Education
meetings. Teachers become unified forces through their unions and associations to protect
their jobs.‘^
According to Geneva Gay and associates, school leaders can only attempt to anticipate
the instructional areas most likely to be affected by declining enrollments, to determine
what the effects of decline are likely to be, and to make wise modifications to accommodate
them. Yet, as stated in their article, “Preserving Top Quality. . .,” educators need not
depend entirely on intuition to prepare for declining enrollments nor must they wait until
the crisis is upon them before taking action.
Despite general trends, each school system faces its own imique problems. While no pat
solutions can be expected to solve the problems of any system, Don C. McGlothlin, m his
article, “Facing declining enrollments imaginatively,” projects some suggestions that may
reasonably be expected to keep school administrators on the right track.
First, he suggests that the research staff of a school district should constantly update
its demographic information and constamtly revise the resulting projections for the local
situation.
“ Education U.S.A. Special Report, p. 11.
Ibid.
Geneva Gay, Frederick L. Dembowski, and Robert L. McLennon, “Preserving Top Quality of Educa¬
tion During Enrollment Declines,” Phi Delta Kappan, May 1982, p. 655.
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In using such updated material, the McGlothlin suggests need for the superintendent
and his assistants to consider the effects of other factors which do not show up statistically
but which must not be discarded as possibilities for upsetting rational projections. For
inrtance, “just what is in store for family patterns in the 80s, the 90s, and the 2000s? Will
the deterioration of the traditional monogamous family pattern accelerate or decelerate”?!"^
WiE busing for integration purposes prove as short lived or will it become the accepted
pattern of the coming decades? What effect will recent educational discoveries and future
discoveries have on the structure of school buildings? For instEuice, what adjustments will
have to be made in school buildings in the way of wiring and cables to accommodate the
latest developments in computer education?
With its research information up to date and its staff thoroughly aware of subjective
factors, while enrollment continues to decline, a district should plot its course carefully.
McGlothlin suggests some alternatives one of which is that “as declining enrollment makes
more space and staff time available, consider enriching such features of the schools’ program
as individual counseling, features whose potential may not have been adequately considered
when space and staffing limitations kept them on a back burner. Small enrollment decreases
can often be absorbed by such enrichment.”
The decline in pupil population is a reality and it is persistent enough, as reflected in
reports such as the National School Public Relations, to consitute one of the most trouble¬
some problems in reduction in personnel.
Tenured Teachers
According to Webster’s Third International Dictionary, Tenure is a status granted
usually after a probationary period to one holding a position, especially as a teacher, and
protecting him/her from dismissal except for serious misconduct and/or for in¬
competence.!^
Job and Security are two words to think about for the represent a strong personal
feeling that most of us have. Tenure, one of the benefits realized through the teachers’
union or association’s collective bargaining. One of these benefits is directed toward job
security. Tenure can secure a job both for effect and ineffective teachers.!6 Sometimes a
lack of tenme may cause a very effective teacher to lose a job resulting from RIF.
!^Don C. McGlothlin, “Facing Declining Enrollments Imaginatively,” American School and University,
May, 1982, p.




The National School Board Association listed some categories as standard areas con¬
fronting every school systems facing enrollment decline and consequently RIF. One of the
areas discussed is “manpower” which is a standard problem facing all school systems. Some
manpower concerns are:
— Oversupply of teachers
— Inability or unwillingness of other districts to absorb unneeded teachers
— Contract agreements making reductions in force either difficult or impossible
— Last-hired-first-fired policies disrupting the racial or program balance of the staff
— Demands for wage increases despite reduced income from taxes and other sources^’^
Keough described the impact of decisions to remedy the problem of personnel over¬
supply as equally trying for decision makers and teachers.
Accompemying this will be the personal agonies of firing young, competent
teachers to keep sometimes less able, tenured staff members because of
seniority-oriented Reduction In Force policies. In addition, minority group
teachers hired just a few years ^lgo will be among the first to go.^®
Often, the backlash affects Board of Education positions and the superintendent’s
tenure. The most misunderstood and frustrating fact in this situation is that “smaller en¬
rollments will not mean smaller budgets. ”1® How is a distracted public to be convinced
that a smaller budget compromises the quality of education? Golladay has found that:
Public priorities are gradually shifting and education always a top priority,
is now contending with other areas, such as health services, for the tax or
budget dollar, and there has been a continuing increase in the number of
educational personnel — a phenomenon which is not easily explained to the
public.20
Expenses for personnel is upwards of 80 percent of the school’s budget.21 Consequently,
Reduction In Force appears to be the logical action in an attempt to reduce the budget
(RB). Yet, society has pressed for special attention to pupils classified as poor, non-english
speaking, exceptional, and emotionally disturbed. These services require uniquely trained
personnel, adequate supplies, and unconventional facilities, all of which increase the budget.
The needs of students remain viable, regardless of downward shifts in enrollment.
^^Education USA Special Report, p. 21
^®William F. Kenough, Jr., Declining Enrollments: A New Dilemma for Educators (Bloomington,
ton, Indiana: PDK Educational Foundation, 1978), p. 9.
^^Ibid.
20Mary A. Golladay, The Condition of Education (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of HEW,
Ibid., p. 47
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Administrators and Boards of Education addressed the troublesome task of “trimming”
costs by specifying Reduction In Force criteria and procedures. While the literature such
as Downey’s article “What School Boards should do when.. .” reflects seniority as the most
often used method, performance-based reduction-in-force is of paramount concern.
Advances made in the decade of the 70’s in affirmative staffing are reversed “when seniority
is used as a criterion.” Downey sees opposing negatives in this approach.22
Seniority has long been viewed as the most impartial, objective factor for determining
which school employees shall be retained.. . If women management candidates orminority
applicants in general have been denied job opportunities in days gone by because of latent
or overt discrimination, a Reduction In Force policy based solely on seniority can only
compound past inequities. .. To disregard seniority altogether, however, is no less unfair.
Insulating women and minority members from the natural tribulations of the workplace
could create a kind of latterdate elite.23
In a study by the Massachusetts Public Schools on declining enrollment trends, it was
found that: State law in Minnesota specifically allows affirmative action to supersede
even teacher certification in determining staff layoffs, thus preserving affirmative staffing
gains. Massachusetts statutes do not address this issue.24
Bremerton, Washington, has a teachers’ contract that includes both standard criteria
and a set of exceptions that protect against complete erosion of affirmative staffing. They
are:
1. At least the same ratio of minority employees shall be maintained that existed on
October 1 of the preceding school year in which the Reduction In Force occurs.
2. At least the sEime ratio of women administrators shall be maintained that existed on
October 1 of the year preceding the school year in which the Reduction In Force
occurs.
3. At least the same ratio of male elementary teacher shall be maintained that existed
on October 1 of the years preceding the school year in which Reduction In Force
occurs.
4. At least the same ratio of female high school teachers shall be maintained that
existed on October 1 of the year preceding the school year in which the Reduction
In Force occurs.25
According to the state statute in New York, seniority is the only permissible criterion
for determining the order of staff reduction.26
22Gregg W. Downey, “What School Boards Do When that Irresistible Force Called Reduction In Force
Meets that Immovable Object Called AFFIRMATIVE ACTION,” American School Board Journal 163
(October 1976): 35
23lbid., p. 36





Court decisions and union pressures^"^ have had an impact on inclusion of teaching per¬
formance is most policies. Bargaining units have been vocal in their demands to play a role
in Reduction In Force, thereby protecting teachers’ rights.28 Their success has led to move¬
ment away from performance measures in Reduction In Force policies.29
Evaluation
Performance criteria as a major consideration in Reduction In Force is an alternative
primary measure. It does not provide the simplicity of seniority, but it accommodates
diversity and range of teaching styles, skills, commitment and productivity. Performance-
based measures are described because of the inherent dangers of bias, caprice, preference,
and other subjective inconsistencies. Evaluation of teaching and staff development programs
are the areas requiring uniform procedures if performance-based Reduction In Force is to
supersede seniority. Standardization or descriptors which identify effective teaching, prepa¬
ration of validated evaluation instruments, a system of constant professional support that
identifies individual strengths and weaknesses, encourages growth, and acknowledges merito¬
rious services are elements of a composite teacher evaluation package that can challenge
opposition to performance-based Reduction In Force.^®
Tenure laws delineate causes for dismissal of tenured teachers. Hazard lists eight:
(1) Incompetency
(2) Physical or mental incapacity
(3) Immoral or unprofessional conduct
(4) Neglect of duty
(5) Serious insubordination
(6) Conviction of specific crimes (generally felonies of crimes involving moral turpitude)
(7) Elimination of the teaching position
(8) Other good and just causes.^l
Hazard stated that no district shold encumber itselt with incompetent teachers, regard¬
less of tenure status. However, valid supporting date, acquired in an equitable manner, that
are without harassment, are crucial to the evaluation process and resulting decisions.
In the March, 1977 issue of the NASSP Bulletin an effective termination for cause
procedure developed by Salt Lake City in cooperation with the Salt Lake City Teacher
Association was considered to be effective. The process protects teacher “due process”
but it makes it possible to terminate teachers who do not successfully remediate weaknesses.
In the past three years, thirty-one teachers have been placed on remediation. Fourteen have
been remediated and seventeen are no longer with the district. Remediation/termination
2’^ERS Information Aid No. 1^,AASA/NEA (Washington, D.C.: March, 1974), p. 33.
28ibid., p. 35
29lbid., p. 4
30h. Ogden Morse. “Whom Shall We Fire?” NASSP Bulletin, February 1977, p. 77.
31William R. Hazard, “Tenure Laws in Theory and Practice,” Phi Delta Kappan, March 1975, p. 542.
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procedures also apply to administrators and classified personnel.
It is important that everyone understands that a declining enrollment school district
cannot “carry” unsatisfactory employees. Each position held by an unsatisfactory person
requires the termination of a satisfactory employee. Teacher associations do not support
the employment of incompetent people when persons are readily available.^^
Fairness is an equation to reckon within Reduction In Force performance-based deci¬
sions. It is the absence of this variable, along with the political spoils, and the lack of aca¬
demic freedom that spawned and nurtured teachers’ unions.
The literature reveals arguments on both sides of the question of teacher effectiveness
and standardized teacher evaluation. The elusive descriptions of “good teaching” and “feiir
evaluation” often defy attempts to make judgements about teaching performance that hold
up under scrutiny in a court of law.33
However, today, more than ever before, the public is demanding educational and fiscal
accountability. The message is clear that new dollars for education will not be forthcoming
until the taxpayers’ confidence is restored in what is currently happening in schools and
until they can expect a reasonable return from additional investment.
It was suggested in “Strategies for Closing Schools” that boards of education, administra¬
tors, and teachers must collaborative develop a meaningful appraisal and evaluation system
to facilitate school effectiveness.^'^
The primary purpose of an appraisal system may be to strengthen and improve per¬
formance and effectiveness. But the purpose of this study is concerned with appraisal of
systems’ employees as it relates to RIF.
Participants in the ERS Survey described procedures in their districts:
The Evansville-Vanderburgh School Corporation (Indiana) requires that
a written program of improvement be established by the end of the first
semester for teachers who receive an “Improvement Needed” or “Unsat¬
isfactory” rating as a result of their evaluation. Principals may ask the
assistance of supervisors, department heads and/or consultzmts to
formulate a program of specific recommendations.
A follow-up conference is held by March 1 to evaluate the teacher’s
progress in fulfilling the specific recommendations.
The Atlanta Public Schools (Georgia) employs a team approach to pro¬
vide assistance to the teacher. The team consists of three advisors—
one selected by the evaluator, one selected by the evaluatee, and the
third mutually agreed upon by both the evaluator and evaluatee. Mem-
^^strategies for Closing Schools, “Effective Strategies for Reducing Staff,” NASSP Bulletin,
March 1977, p. 16.
^^ERS Evaluating TeacherPerformance, 1978, p. 179.
^■^Strategies for Closing Schools, p. 16.
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bers of the advisory team may be chosen from among the following:
For an Elementary Teacher
principal
assistant principal
resource teacher(s) (from area)
classroom teacher





resource teacher (from ara)
coordinator^®
ASCD’s (Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development) concern for learning
results is a strong argument in favor of performance as a component of Reduction In Force
decisions. Parents, even those who grumble when their tax bill comes, do not like to think
of their children as pawns whose education is being traded off to balance the budget.3 6
In recent years, the accountability movement has intensified the focus on determining
the effectiveness of public schools. The central attention of this movement has turned to
teacher performance as an effective, if not the most convenient, measure of the health of
public education.
Evaluation is incombent on every profession. A profession can give no more; the public
expects no less.
Since the beginning of American education, teachers have been subjected to some form
of evaluation. This evaluation involves judging about their teaching based on gathering
and interpreting information. Although the teaching profession has come out repeatedly
and vigorously in favor of the concept of the evaluation of teaching, teachers have felt
that their evaluation is conducted for only negative reasons rather than to assist them in
becoming better teachers.3 7
Legal Implications
Evaluation procedures must meet the test of reasonableness and impartiality. This is
a requirement of due process.38 Young describes the nature of both procedural and sub-
stzmtive due process. An evEiluation plan that overlooks the steps in due process may violate
individual rights and be declared null and void under challenge.
35lbid., p. 181.
^^Education U.S.A. Special Report, p. 47.
37John R. Bon and John R. Shoudah, “A New Model for Professionalizing Teacher Evaluation,”
Peabody Journal ofEducation (October 1978): 25.
38d. Parker Young, et al., “Teacher Employment Rights and Due Process,” Educational Horizons,
Fall 1975, p. 52.
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Aside from the question of sufficiency or adequacy of proof to support charges brought
by the board against the tenured teacher, the court’s principal task is to ascertain whether
the statutory provisions of the tenure law were followed in suspending or dismissing the
teacher. Thus, in the case of Lee versus Roanoke City Board of Education (466 F. 2d
1278 (1972), the U.S. Court of Appeals Fifth Circuit, held that the plaintiff, a tenured
black teacher displaced by the closing of a black school pursuant to a court-ordered de¬
segregation plan and the creation of a unitary district, was protected from “demotion”
to non-tenured status. The court applied the provisions of the Alabama teacher tenure
law and ordered the unitary district to reinstate the plaintiff as a tenured teacher with back
pay. The court noted:
We do not, by our decision, require the board to retain an unqualified
or incompetent teacher.. . We require only that these proceedings be
conducted in accordance with her rights as a tenured teacher under
Alabama law.
The task of statute interpretation was presented to the Illinois Appellate Court in the
Case of Hankenson versus Board of Education (15 Ill. App. 2d 440 (1957). The plaintiffs,
tenured teachers, were dismissed without the hearings required by Illinois tenure law, and
claimed preference (“seniority”) over nontenured teachers retained by the board in posi¬
tions for which the plaintiffs were qualified. The issue was whether a board of education
which decides to decrease the number of teachers may retain nontenured teachers in pre¬
ference to tenured teachers. The court, in holding for the plaintiffs, observed that the
object of the Illinois tenure law was to improve the Illinoist school system by assuring
teachers of experience and ability a continuous service and a rehiring based upon merit,
rather than insecurity of employment based upon reasons that are political, partisan, or
capricious. 3 9
“Tenured teachers can be dismissed if it can be shown, at a hearing conforming to the
rudiments of due process, that the teacher is incompetent.9 There are other causes for
dismissal of tenured teachers—immorality, insubordination, neglect of duty, etc., but such
charges must be supported with strong evidence.'^! DeVaughn reports that “laws covering
school personnel in St. Louis, Missouri, Kansas City, and in eight other states require notice
of deficiencies and a reasonable period for correction” to avoid the charge of arbitrary deci¬
sion making in dismissal cases.'^2
“Boards are expected to base their findings on fact and their conclusions” on the weight
of evidence in each instance charged. Reduction In Force based on performance-based
^^Hazard, “Tenure Laws in Theory and Practice,” p. 543,
40Young, et al., “Teacher Employment Rights and Due Process,” p. 58.
41lbid.
'^2James E. DeVaughn, “Teacher Employment, Legal Aspects: Separation and Demotion,” Encyclo¬
pedia ofEducation, 1971, pp. 30-31.
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criteria should be designed with full knowledge of legal procedures and court cases that
could affect outcomes of administrative decisions. For example;
The right to cross-examine opposing witnesses is a fundamental right.
When Forman, an Arizona teacher, was denied this right at his dismissal
hearing, the Arizona supreme court took the unusual step of issuing a
a writ calling for the certified record of the proceedings of the local
board, and an examination of this record led the court to overturn the
board’s dicision (Forman verses Creighton School District No. 14, 87
Ariz. 329, 351 Pac. 2d 165 (1960). Similarly, the decision of a board
to dismiss Steele was reversed by the supreme court of Alabama because,
at the dismissal hearing, the superintendent of schools testified in sup¬
port of the dismissal but refused, with board approval, to answer ques¬
tions during cross-examination designed to show bias against steel be¬
cause of union leadership (State versus Board of Education of Fair-
field, 252 Ala. 254, 40 So. 2d 689).43
Teacher Associations
In his article, “Declining Enrollment...” Keough noted that the impact of Reduction
In Force on school and community is “negative and demoralizing.”44 The possibility of
losing a favorite teacher, creative employees, and special programs cause deep concerns.
Teachers’ associations have won “no-layoff clauses in teacher contracts” that precluded
Reduction In Force in many districts. 45 in such cases, adjustments had to be made for staff
utilization. Some examples cited are:
Yonkers, N.Y., devised a system for placing unneeded teachers in a pool
of permanent substitutes; reduced class size in kindergarten through
grade five by an average of three children; established a reading room
in each elementary school staffed by a reading resource teacher; started
an alternative high school, using “surplus” teachers to develop the pro¬
gram; and created resource rooms for special education. Glen Rock,
N.J., replaces resigning general classroom teachers with needed specialists
and has expanded elementary library facilities. Gettysburg, S.D., has
replaced resigning teachers with specialists and started a program of
small group and independent learning projects in grades 1 to 3.46
43ibid., p. 32.




As a rule. National Education Association (NEA) and American Federation of Teachers
(AFT) members support straight seniority in Reduction In Force. They feel “seniority,
certification and credits, degrees and longevity” are some considerations to be weighted
by a district when plans are being made to layoff teachers.^'^
Some of the major questions raised by teachers’ associations are: what facts govern
the decision to layoff staff? have all possible resources been tapped? will vacancies resulting
from usual turnover actions be adequate to prevent Reduction In Force?^® nEA has sug¬
gested that local member groups try to win “bonuses” for Reduction In Forced teachers
to compensate for “unnecessary mental anguish.”'^^
Other NEA strategies include contractual provisions that:
Provide Reduction In Force notification by Jemuary fifteenth, that
Reduction In Force be defined as a temporary layoff, that a Reduction
In Forced teacher receive a weekly mail notice of existing and anti¬
cipated vacancies, and no new hires allowed unless those Reduction In
Forced decline or are unqualified for the positions.
Require school boards to spell out exact formulas which are to govern
the layoff sequence of tenured teacher. Some knotty questions should
be asked of boards and administrators.
Determine whether teachers will have seniority credit based upon years
of service spent in other districts or on leaves of absence? When two or
more teachers have indentical seniority, who gets the axe?
NEA advises its negotiators also to demand that teachers recalled within
two years suffer no interruption in salary placement credit or any fringe
benefits.
To alleviate the duress of Reduction In Force, the report of the Illinois Task Force
“recommended that a state job clearinghouse be credited” for placement of teachers in
other fields and enterprises, and that, in lieu of early retirement, tenured teachers be al¬
lowed to “reduce their work to part-time (without) loss of other rights and benefits.^®
This Chapter has presented a review of relative literature in five areas of which lend
themselves to possible impact on decisions related to Reduction In Force.
^^nspRA, p. 31.
^%etty E. Sinowitz, et al., “Fighting Reduction In Force,” Today’s Education, March/April 1975,
pp. 22, 43.
^^Newdetter, “The Trauma of Reduction In Force,” NASSP, 1976, p. 151.
SOlbid., p. 151.
CHAPTERm
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND THE TREATMENT OF THE DATA
The purpose of this study was to investigate and analyze the approaches used, adopted
or contemplated by ten selected urban school systems during the past seven years, 1974-
1981, and with regard to reduction in personnel, their plans for reducing such personnel
in the future. The descriptive survey method was used to accomplish the investigation.
According to Best:
A descriptive study describes and interprets what is. It is concerned
with conditions or relationships that exists, opinions that are held,
processes that are going on, effects that are evident, or trends that are
developing. It is primarily concerned with the present, although it
often considers past events and influences as they relate to current
conditions.^
The specifics of the methodology that the author used in conducting this study in¬
cluded: (a) the research data; (b) the research population and sampling procedure; (c) in¬
struments used in the study; (d) the collection of data; and (e) methods of data analysis.
The Research Data
The research data for this study was of two kinds: primary data and secondary data.
Response to the questionnaire and interview instruments comprised the primary data.
Relevant published works, position papers, and special reports constituted the secondary
data to be used.
Population
The population consisted of twenty-eight school districts that are members of the Coun¬
cil of Great City Schools. The Council is an educational organization representing the largest
urban school systems in the country (for member cities/districts see Appendix A). Its
purpose is to promote improvement of education in the Great City Schools through re¬
search, action, and other appropriate activities.
The Research Council of the Great City Schools, as it was first called, was oi^anized
in 1956 to conduct the studies of unique problems faced by urban areas in their efforts
to meet the comprehensive public school needs of the children. Membership consists of
urban public school systems located in cities with a population of over 300,000 or schools
with an enrollment of at least 45,000.




This population was chosen because these urban school districts have been the primary
school districts in the nation that have been faced with the issue of reduction in personnel
over the past seven years.
Sampling Procedure
In March, 1981, this writer requested copies of Reduction in Force Policies from the
twenty-eight membership of the Council of Great City Schools. Responses from twenty of
the twenty-eight school systems were received. The purpose of this request was to deter¬
mine what the written policy on RIF was and to compare the perception of respondents.
A sample was drawn from the twenty-eight member population of the Council of Great
City Schools. Wherein aU members were contacted initially, the study was conducted
on the basis that at least 30 percent of these members agreed to participate.
Information obtained about these districts was sought from employees and Board
members affiliated with them. In that information was sought from each participating
school system, a sample, by way of questionnaire was taken. Questionnaires were sent to
specific representatives and employees affiliated with each school system. These representa¬
tives were as follows:
Three Mid-management persons (coordinator, supervisor, etc.)
Nine Principals
Nine Classroom Teachers
Selection of the three types of respondents was chosen from a list from within their
respresentative school systems.
The RIF Questionnaire was randomly distributed to nine principals, nine teachers and
three supervisors within each participating urban school system. It was felt that response
from different role groups of employees of each school system would give the kind of
representation that would let the writer know what the perceptions of the written policies
were and how these different employees view the approach policy or plan developed by
their school system.
After the RIF questionnaires were returned personal interviews were conducted for
the purpose of clarifying and supplementing information provided by respondents on the
RIF Questionnaire. The interviews involved two specific representative individuals affiliated
with seven of the ten school systems. Included in this interview were the School Super¬
intendent and two Board Members.
Instrumentation
The writer developed two instruments for the collection of the primary data:
1. A Personal Interview Instrument, and
2. A Reduction In Force (RIF) Survey Questionnarie.
The RIF Questionnaire was used to collect data in reference to five categories: (1)
Descriptive make-up of the population; (2) Policy development; (3) implementation policy;
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Descriptive make-up of the population; (2) Policy development; (3) implementation policy;
(4) personal impressions and perceptions; and (5) Research questions. There were thirty-
one questions on this instrument. The relationship between instrument questions and each
stated category is as follows:
Descriptive Information Instrument Questions
A. Current School Position 1
B. Total School System Work Experience 2
C. Educational Levels 3
D. Sex, Race, and Age 4-6
E. School System Regional Location 7
F. Racial Composition of Students 8
G. Enrollment Status 27
H. Personnel Status 28
Policy Development
A. Personnel Reduction
B. Fairness to Individual Personnel
C. Policy Need








B. Official Involvement in RIF
C. Methods of Reductions
D. Maintenance of Program Quality







Personal Impressions and Perceptions
A. Involvement in RIF
B. Negative Affect on Educational Program
C. Status of Educational Program
D. Future RIF Expectations








A. Three Major Decision Factors
B. School Board or School Administration Decision






D. Endorsement Procedures 18
E, Positive RIF Features 23
F. Legal Challenges of RIF Approaches 26
G, Successful Approaches 22
A copy of each instrument is found in Appendicies C and D respectively. The RIF
Questionnaire was piloted in one of the Great City School Systems. Forty copies of the
Questionnaire were sent to personnel in one of the urban school systems, along with stamp¬
ed, self addressed envelopes. Eighteen were sent to principals, eighteen to classroom teachers
and six to classroom teachers. There was a 95% rate of return. The purpose of the pilot was
to determine face validity as well as content validity.
Research Design
The research design was constructed so that treatment and analysis would be clear and







This design sought to measure whether or not there weis a significant or non-significant
relationship with the population or reduction in force approaches in reference to job posi¬
tions, educational background, seniority, sex, race, age and personal impressions and per¬
ceptions.
Analysis ofData
The results of this study are presented in the form of frequency distributions and con¬
tingency tables. More specifically, the “One-way Frequency Distribution with Descriptive
Statistics” and “Crosstabs” from the Statistical Package of the Social Sciences were the
two programs used to perform analysis of data.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA
The purpose of this study was to investigate and analyze the approaches used, adopted
or comtemplated by lai^e urban school systems throughout the country during the last
seven years, 1974-1981, with regard to reduction in personnel, and those school systems’
plans for reducing personnel in the future. In order to accomplish this purpose several
aspects of the perceptions of various RIF policies were analyzed descriptively and infer-
entially in regard to job position, seniority, education, sex, race, and age of the personnel
affected by these policies.
In order to obtain pertinent information concerning the RIF policies being used or
considered, a RIF questionnaire (see Appendix C) was distributed to each of the twenty-
eight school systems in the Great City Schools. Within each of these systems information
was elicited from supervisors, principals, and teachers. Analyses presented in this chapter
are of data from the 147 employees who responded from ten different school systems.
The primary emphasis of this study focused on the respondent’s perception of the RIF
policy in effect within the individual’s school systems. A respondent’s perception of RIF
is generally based on characteristics of the individuals as well as experiences with the various
aspects of the RIF policy within the school district, presentation of the data begins with
demographic data as well as information about the respondent’s frequency of involvement
with various aspects of RIF policies in effect.'
This chapter will present the following research information;
I. Demographic and Descriptive Information
n. Cross-tabulation of Variables
III. Interpretation of Interviews
Chi-square analysis was used to determine whether significant difference existed within
the sample in reference to variables. A significance level of .05 was used for this statistical
interpretation.
Demographic and Descriptive Information
The purpose of this section is to give a concise picture of research sample characteristics
in reference to job classification, years of service, educational levels, sex, race, age and
school locations. Frequency distribution and percentage analyses will be used in this pre¬
sentation.
Table 1 gives the frequency and the percentage of the respondents according to job
classification, years of service in the school system, levels of education, sex, race, and age.
As can be seen from Table 1, 109 (81%) of the respondents were teachers or principals;
109 (81%) had ten or more years of service; 124 (84.4%) had attained at least a master
degree; and 119 (80.9%) were over thirty-six years of age. There were slightly more males
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1-10 yrs. 28 19.0
11-20 yrs. 52 35.4









35 or under 28 19.1
36-50 60 40.8










Other: Oriental 1 0.7
Total 147 100.0
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Table 2 presents information about respondents in terms of the location and racial
composition of their respective school system. One hundred and thirty-six (92.5%) of the
respondents were from systems located in the southeastern, northeastern, or midwestem
regions of the country. Also, 122 (91.9%) were from systems whose racial composition was
less than 50 percent white.
A high percentage (18.6%) of the respondents were from school systems which had
developed an approach or plan for reducing personnel in the last seven years. Also, a high
percentage (76.2%) worked in systems which had implemented a RIF plan within the last
seven years.
TABLE 2
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL SYSTEMS OF THE RESPONDENTS
Frequency Percentage





Far West i 7 4.8
Northwest 1 0.7
Not Given 1 0.7
Total 147 100.0









More than 80 2 1.4
Not Given 2 1.4
Total 147 100.0
Beginning in Table 3 are the frequency and percentage of respondents in terms of
various aspects of the RIF policies of the school system in which the respondents are
employed.
Table 3 also shows a tabular ranking of responses to the ranking of chief factors that
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led to the development of a RIF plan within their school systems. Beised on the responses
of those who ranked the various factors, declining enrollment and fiscal demands were the
factors dominating the first two ranks. However, individuals failed to rank the various
terms. This factor may be attributable to the fact that directions on the questionnaire may
not have been clearly stated. Also, one of the items to be ranked was inadvertently impro¬
perly labeled on the questionnaire. This may account for the relatively poor showing of this
item.
TABLES
CHIEF FACTORS LEADING TO THE DEVELOPMENT
OF RIF RANKING BY FREQUENCY OF SELECTION
N=147
Ranking Frequency
1. Declining Enrollment 94
2. Fiscal Demands 88
3. Overhiring 40
4. Inadequate Planning 28
5. Other 7
Table 4 gives the frequency and percentage of employees by the method used to develop
the RIF plan within their school districts. This table indicates that some respondents were
from systems using more than one method of development. The highest percentage (32.0%)
of employees were from systems in which RIF plans were developed by the school board;
29.3 percent of the respondents were from systems which used a select committee to
develop RIF plans.
TABLE 4
METHOD OF DEVELOPMENT OF RIF PLANS
N=147
Frequency Percentage
A Select Committee 44 29.3
Outside Consultants 5 3.4
Selection from Proposals
submitted to a Committee 16 10.9
The School Board alone 47 32.0
Other 44 29.0
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Table 5 gives information about the forty-three respondents from systems using select
committees for the development of RIF plans. It indicates the frequency and percentage
of these forty-three individuals by various combination of the RIF committees. AU forty-
three individuals were from systems using committees consisting of central level administra¬
tive personnel. Twenty-nine (67.4%) of these individuals were from systems using the board
of education members on their RIF committees. Other compositions mentioned by seven¬
teen (39.5%) of the respondents were union agreement, officers of federal court, adminis¬
tration, school board and union. Interestingly, classroom teachers were only mentioned
by 14.0 percent of the respondents.
TABLES
COMPOSITION OF COMMITTEE DEVELOPING RIF PLAN
(N=43)
Rank Frequency Percentage
1. Central Level Administrative
Personnel 43 100
2. Board of Education Members 29 67
3. Other (by union agreement,
federal, etc.) 17 39.5
4. Mid-level Management Personnel 16 37.2
5. Personnel Staff Member 15 34.9
6. Legal Authority (School System) 12 27.9
7. AU of the mentioned 11 25.6
8. Civic Persons and Parents 9 20.9
9. Classroom Teachers 6 14
Table 6 gives the frequency and percentage of respondents whose RIF plans were
endorsed or approved by various methods. Almost half (48.3%) of the respondents had their
RIF plans endorsed or approved by the school board. The Superintendent and the cabinet
approved the RIF plans in the system of 26.5 percent of the respondents. The frequencies
and percentages for the remaining methods were relatively low.
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TABLE6
METHOD BY WHICH RIF POLICY WAS ENDORSED OR APPROVED
N=147
Frequency Percentage
A Community Referendum 1 0.7
The School Board Only 71 48.3
The Superintendent and his cabinet only 39 26.5
The Personnel Director Only 10 6.8
All Personnel Affected 9 6.1
All of the above 5 3.4
Others 12 8.2
Table 7 gives information pertaining to the primary methods used to accomplishing
RIF. The highest percentage (21%) of respondents stated that they were from systems
using attrition and seniority for accomplishing RIF. Early retirement incentives was another
frequently cited method (15% of the cases). Respondents selected all methods which were
used within their school system.
TABLE 7
PRIMARY METHODS USED TO ACCOMPLISH RIF
RANKING BY FREQUENCY OF SELECTION
N=259
Rank Frequency Percentage
1. Attrition 55 21
2. Seniority 55 21
3. Early Retirement Incentives 38 15
4. Competency Ratings 25 10
5. Affirmative Action 22 8
6. Certification 22 8
7. Evaluation Ratings 13 5
8. Observed Performance 10 4
9. Formula for virtue of
Junior/Senior Personnel 5 2
10. Advanced Degrees 5 2
11. Other 5 2
12. All of the above 4 1
259
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Table 8 lists methods used by the various school systems to maintain quality educational
programs. The frequency and percentages of respondents from systems utilizing each
method are listed. Closing schools (49.7%), and shifting personnel (49.5%), represented
the most frequently used methods by the respondents’ school systems.
Analysis indicates that 37.4 percent of the respondents were from systems in which
implementation of RIF resulted in legal challenges. Respondents were asked to indicate
various aspects of their systems’ RIF plan which were least challenged legally.
TABLE 8
METHODS USED TO MAINTAIN QUALITY PROGRAMS
RANKINGS BY FREQUENCY OF SELECTION
N=229
Rank Frequency Percentage
1. Closing of Schools 72 31.4
2. Shifting of Personnel 72 31.4
3. Consolidation of School 37 16.2
4. Increased Pupil/Teacher Ratio 34 15.1
5. Other 11 .05
6. Maintain a percentage of
teachers part-time 3 .01
229
Table 9 gives the results of a tabular ranking of responses. Seniority and natural attri¬
tion were ranked as the least challenged aspect of their systems’ RIF plan. As in Table 3,
a large number of respondents failed to give rankings to each of the listed items.
TABLE 9
ASPECTS OF RIF LEAST CHALLENGED LEGALLY
RANKING BY FREQUENCY OF SELECTION
N=217
Rank Frequency Percentage
1. Seniority 59 27
2. Attrition 50 23
3. Competency Rating 39 18
4. Observed Performance 34 16
5. Affirmative Action 33 15
6. Rating of Qualifications by Training 2 1
217
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Table 10 gives the status of pupil enrollment of the school systems in which the res¬
pondents work. This table indicates that an overwhelming percentage (83.0%) of the res¬
pondents were from school systems with declining enrollments.
TABLE 10






In a state of Flux 5 3.4
Other 1 0.6
Not Stated 5 3.4
Table 11 gives information on the status of school personnel. A large percentage (73.5%)





Being Reduced 108 73.5
Stable 16 10.9
Being Increased 4 2.7
In a state of Flux 13 8.8
Not Stated 6 4.1
The remaining part of this chapter will focus on analysis of responses made by school
system employees to items on a questionnaire pertaining to various features of RIF. The
responses are analyzed by the respondents’ job position, seniority, educational background,
sex, race, and age. The features of RIF examined in this analysis are official involvement,
personal effect, fairness, necessity effects on educational programs, success, need to further
reduce and future use of RIF.
The respondents’ reactions to an opinions of their systems’ RIF policy were obtained
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from their responses to the following questions:
A. Have you been officially involved with the development or the implementation
of the RIF policy in your school system?
B. Have you been personnal affected by the RIF policy in your school system?
C. Do you think that the RIF policy developed in your school system treats fairly
all groups of persons who are affected?
D. Do you think it was necessary to develop a RIF policy for your school system?
E. In your opinion, has the educational program been affected negatively as a result
of RIF in personnel?
F. Was the RIF policy in your school system successfully implemented?
G. Do you foresee a need to reduce (or further reduce) personnel in your school system
during the coming year?
H. If a need is anticipated to reduce personnel in the near future, do you think the
current RIF policy should be used to achieve this?
A. Analysis of Response by Job Position
Table 12 examines the response to the items on RIF Questionnarie by the job position
of the respondents. The analysis produced chi-square values that were significant on five
of the eight questions (official involvement, personal affect, policy necessity, success of RIF
policy and the need to fiirther reduce personnel). Job position, therefore, seems to be a
significant variable in regards to items related to a RIF policy of a local school system.
Particularly interesting is the finding that 90 percent of the principals and supervisors




# Yes % # Yes % # Yes %
Official Involvement 67 13 21.3 58
Personal Effect 61 28 45.9 58
Personnel Fairness 54 35 64.8 54
Policy Necessity
Affect on Educational
57 51 89.5 53
Programs 52 25 48.1 50
Success of RIF
Need to Further
49 39 79.6 48
Reduce 59 37 62.7 54
Future use of RIF 51 33 40.0 47
3 5.2 28 10 35.7 13.0399*
12 20.7 28 10 35.7 8.4647*
24 46.2 25 14 56.0 3.7399
31 58.5 24 22 91.7 18.4964**
31 62.0 26 17 65.4 2.9455
26 54.2 19 13 68.4 7.1303*
24 44.4 27 24 88.9 15.0773*
21 44.7 24 15 62.5 4.1214
*Significant at the .05 level
**Significant at the .001 level
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B. Analysis of Response by Seniority
On Table 13, the response to the RIF questionnaire are analyzed by the level of senior¬
ity of the respondents. Statistical significance was noted on only one item (policy neces¬
sity) in which persons with twenty-one years or more of experience were more accepting
of a RIF policy than persons with less experience. On a whole, however, seniority was not
a significant factor in the way persons responded to the item.
TABLE 13
SENIORITY OF RESPONDENTS
1-10 Years 11-20 Years 21 Years orMore
# Yes % # Yes % # Yes % X2
Fiscal Involvement 28 7 25.0 52 8 15.4 67 11 16.4 1.2920
Personal Effect 28 7 25.0 52 15 28.8 67 28 41.8 3.4379
Personnel Fairness 24 11 45.8 48 24 50.0 59 38 64.4 3.3919
Policy Necessity
Affect on Educational
25 17 68.0 49 34 69.4 60 53 88.3 7.2059*
Programs 23 16 69.6 47 25 53.2 58 32 55.2 1.8390
Success of RIF
Need to Fiorther
21 12 57.1 45 31 68.9 50 35 70.0 1.2004
Reduce 27 13 48.1 49 27 55.1 64 45 70.3 4.9065
Future Use of RIF 20 9 45.0 45 25 55.6 57 35 61.4 1.6505
*Significant at the .05 level
C. Analysis of Response by Educational Background
Table 14 examines the responses to items on the RIF Questionnaire by educational
background. On two items (policy necessity, and need to further reduce policy) the educa¬
tional background of the respondent was found to be a statistically significant factor in the
way the question was answered. Generally, persons with higher levels of educational pre¬
paration were more likely to accept the RIF policy. It must be noted, however, that these
persons are also less likely to be effected by such policies. Overall, however, educational
background was not a factor to ignore.
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TABLE 14
EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND OF RESPONDENTS
B.S./B.A. M.A./M.Ed. Doctorate
# Yes % # Yes % # Yes % X2
Fiscal Involvement 23 1 4.3 102 22 21.6 22 3 13.6 4.1146
Personal Effect 23 7 30.4 102 35 34.3 22 8 36.4 0.1895
Personnel Fairness 22 11 50.0 92 51 55.4 17 11 64.7 0.8512
Policy Necessity
Affect on Educational
21 9 42.9 94 76 80.9 19 19 100.0 20.6467*
Programs 22 15 68.2 90 49 54.4 16 9 56.3 1.3660
Success of RIF
Need to Further
21 12 57.1 81 53 65.4 14 13 92.9 5.2630
Reduce 22 8 36.4 96 60 62.5 22 17 77.3 8.1264*
Future Use of RIF 18 9 50.0 83 46 55.4 21 14 66.7 1.2321
*Significant at the .05 level
D. Analysis of Response by Sex
As is indicated in Table 15, the sex of the respondent was a statistically significant factor
in three items (personal affect, success of RIF and future use of RIF). Females were less
impressed with the success of the RIF program than males (82% to 47% answered yes when
asked if the program was successful). Overall, however, the sex of thf respondent was not




# Yes % # Yes % X2
Official Involvement 82 19 23.2 65 7 10.8 3.0259
Personal Effect 82 34 41.5 65 16 24.6 3.8657*
Personnel Fairness 77 48 62.3 54 25 46.3 2.6922
Policy Necessity 78 64 82.1 56 40 71.4 1.5497
Effect on Educational Programs 70 38 54.3 58 35 60.3 0.2601
Success of RIF 67 55 82.1 49 23 46.9 14.3196**
Need to Further Reduce 79 49 62.0 61 36 59.0 0.0350
Future Use of RIF 67 45 67.2 55 24 43.6 5.8812*
*Significant at the .01 level
**Significant beyond .001 level
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E. Analysis of Response by Race
Table 16 indicates that no significant difference in response to items on the RIF Ques¬
tionnaire were attributable to the race of the respondent. Race, therefore is not considered




# Yes % # Yes % X2
Official Involvement 73 14 19.2 75 14 18.7 0.2944
Personal Effect 71 24 33.8 75 26 34.7 0.5311
Personnel Fairness 66 39 59.1 65 34 52.3 0.3667
Policy Necessity 63 52 82.5 70 52 74.3 4.7928
Effect on Educational Programs 64 39 60.9 63 33 52.4 1.7079
Success of RIF 60 45 75.0 56 33 58.9 2.7060
Need to Further Reduce 69 41 59.4 70 44 62.9 1.7287
Future Use of RIF 60 34 56.7 62 35 56.5 0.0000
F. Analysis of Response by Age
Table 17 indicates that on three items (Personnel Fairness, Policy Necessity and Need
to Further Reduce Personnel) the age of the respondent was a statistically significant
variable to response. More respondents over 50 years old (68.6%) felt that the RIF policies
of their local school system was fair than did respondents who were less than 35 years old
(26.1%). Older respondents (63%) also were more likely to support the need for a further
reduction of personnel than were younger respondent (35%).
TABLE 17
AGE OF RESPONDENTS
35 or Under 36-50 Over 50
N Yes % N Yes % N Yes % X2
Official Involvement 28 5 17.9 60 11 18.3 59 10 16.9 0.0398
Personal Effect 28 7 25.0 60 23 38.3 59 20 33.9 1.5127
Personnel Fairness 23 6 26.1 52 32 56.1 51 35 68.6 11.6339*
Policy Necessity
Affect on Educational
25 14 56.0 56 48 85.7 53 42 79.2 8.9173*
Programs 23 15 65.2 53 27 50.9 52 31 59.6 1.5722
Success of RIF
Need to Futther
20 10 50.0 51 35 68.6 45 33 73.3 3.5017
Reduce 28 10 35.7 55 39 70.9 57 36 63.2 9.8763*
Future Use of RIF 19 6 31.6 62 32 61.5 51 31 60.8 5.7208
♦Significant at the .05 ievel
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Summary of Findings
Not surprisingly, persons who were less likely to be personally affected by RIF policies
(supervisors, persons with seniority, persons with advanced degrees, or older persons) were
more willing to support various aspects of the RIF policy than persons who were likely to be
affected by this implementation. Interestin^y, however, a person’s job position was the
most significant factor in determining how a person would respond to items on the ques¬
tionnaire. Significance was noted on five of the eight questions of the RIF Questionnaire
when analyzed by job position. Teachers tended to be less supportive and more skeptical
of a RIF policy than were principals or supervisors. Teachers also had little (5.2%) official
involvement in the development or implementation of the system’s RIF policy. This fact
is, perhaps, largely responsible for the relative lack of enthusiasm on their part for the RIF
policy or concept.
CHAPTER V
FINDINGS, DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter presents a summary of the nature of the study, finding, discussion of findings,
draws conclusions from the data presented, implications derived from the findings and recom¬
mendations for future study.
SUMMARY
Purpose and Procedure
The purpose of this study was to investigate and analyze the approaches used, adopted
or contemplated by ten selected urban school systems during the past seven years, 1974-
1981, and their plans for such future reductions.
A sample was drawn from the twenty-eight member population of The Council of Great
City Schools. Wherein all members were contacted initially, the study was conducted only on
the basis that at least 30 per cent of these members agreed to participate in the study.
Information obtained about these districts was sought from superintendents, board mem¬
bers, and a specific types of individuals from each school district were: (1) three mid-manage¬
ment persons (coordinators, supervisors, etc.,); twenty-one principals; and twenty-one class¬
room teachers.
Selection of the three types of respondents were randomly identified from within each
participating school system.
In addition, personal interviews were conducted with three specific types of individuals
affiliated with each school system. The representatives were the school superintendent and
two board members for seven of the ten systems included in this study. Of the seven school
systems where personal interviews were conducted; at least four of the systems were selected




This investigation has examined seven questions on various aspects of the development
and effectiveness of the RIF policy of local school systems. Teachers, principals supervisors,
local board of education board members and local school superintendents responded to
questions on either the Reduction In Force Questionnaire or the Personal Interview. The
answers to the research questions posed in Chapter I of this study are as follows:
1. What were the three major factors that led to the decision to reduce or seriously
consider reducing personnel in your local school system?
As reported in Table 3, (1) Declining enrollment, (2) Fiscal Demands and
(3) Overhiring were the three major factors identified by principals, teachers and
supervisors. In personal interviews, superintendents and board of education members
tended to support these listing, agreeing with the two top factors and listing
politics as the third factor.
2. Was the decision or mandate to reduce or to seriously consider the reduction of
personnal an administrative one or decided by an appointed or elected governing
body?
As can be seen on tables 4 and 5, the decision to implement a RIF policy was
accomplished by a variety of methods. The most predominate methods were, how¬
ever, by the school board only or a select committee. The committee was generally
composed of a representative sample of the total administrative and professional
components of the system’s staff with one notable exception. Teachers appeared
to have been only minimally represented on committees that developed RIF plans.
In the interviews, local superintendents and board members tended to support (6 of
7) the view that the decision to reduce personnel was an administrative one.3.How and who developed or selected the approaches used, adopted or contem¬
plated for reduction of personnel in these systems?
Table 7 indicates that attrition, seniority and early retirement incentives were
the primary methods employed by each school system in a RIF policy. As was
previously stated, local school superintendents, board of education members,
union representatives, principals, coordinators and significant others assisted in the
development of the local school system’s RIF policy. Again, as reported on Table
-40-5,teachers were the least represented group on committees that developed local
school system RIF plans. In the interviews, school superintendents and board
members tended to report the views previously stated.
3. What procedures were followed to officially endorse the approaches that were
used, adopted or contemplated for the reduction of personnel in these systems?
As indicated on Table 6, the school board only or the superintendent and the
cabinet only were by far the methods employed by most local school systems to
officially endorse the RIF policy. This view was also reflected in the interviews.
Clearly, the decision to endorse the RIF policy rests in the realm of the admin¬
istrative leadership.
5. Was the RIF policy widely accepted by the entire system or by personnel?
As shown in Table 12, item 3, when responses to a question of the relative fair¬
ness of the RIF policy by job position, principals, teachers, and supervisors were
very similar in their view that the policy was fair. Principals were generally more
positive (64% yes) in their views than teachers (46% yes) or supervisors (56% yes)
but the difference in responses was not statistically significant.
6. What features of these approaches were challenged legally?
As reported in Table 9, the aspects of the local RIF policy that were challenged
legally were as follows:




7. Does a person’s job position, level of seniority, educational background, sex,
race, or age significantly affect how he/she will respond to items on various
aspects of the local school system’s RIF policy?
As was shown in Tables 12-17 and reported previously, job position appeared
to be the only variable in this listing that played a significant role in the manner in
which a person responded to items concerning various aspects of the local school
system’s RIF policy. Other variables were significant on a few of the items but not
for amajority of the items on the RIF Questionnaire.
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Discussion
According to the respondents in this study, each participating school system has been af¬
fected by declining enrollment, subsequently indicating a reduction in force to some degree.
Published demographic statistics indicate that the decline in pupil population will be with us
for a few years to come. In fact, this decline is expected to continue until the mid-to-late
eighties. As indicated in the Martin M. Frankel and M. Vance Grant reports, the enrollment
ebb flow can be linked to the post World War II baby boom, and is expected to reach a low of
30.2 in the elementary grades and a low of 12.7 in grades nine through twelve.
Fiscal demands were indicated as a major factor affecting RIF decisions both by the re¬
spondents in this study and as evidenced in the literature.
In the Education U.S.A. Special Report which was reported by a 1975 survey, it was
stated that school officials are faced with the effects of loss of state funds even before the
realization of enrollment decline. Since financial aid is calcuated on the basis of attendance
the decline in student population also means a decrease in funds received. However, staff
salaries must still be paid, bonds must still be serviced, and facilities must continue to be main¬
tained.
Neither overhiring nor politics were items mentioned in the literature as having a major
impact on the decision to reduce or seriously consider reducing personnel.
Underlying feelings and opinions regarding the practiced RIF policy were revealed in a
serendipitous manner. More specifically, some respondents felt that even though seniority may
be the most equitable consideration for staff and the less troublesome or stressful method for
school officials, it does not allow for a school system to retain personnel who are quite com¬
petent, but with less seniority in their respective school systems. This is especially true where
the stability of staff remains constant for a number of years. In systems where this exists, not
only does it mean that more than half the staff is at the top of the pay scale, adding to the
financial strain, but the possibility of seeking and employing persons who might bring new,
creative , and innovative methods and ideas into the system is minimized.
Also, in several instances, it was felt that there is a need to provide some form of reward
for those persons whose dedication and hard work are evident; that seniority has its place but
does not allow for rewarding those who deserve rewarding.
Although age, sex, and race were not significant factors as to how respondents viewed the
practiced RIF policy, it seems important that school officials take care to avoid inadvertent
discrimination against persons falling into these categories when involving personnel in the de¬
velopment of future RIF policies.
Job position appeared to be the major factor m this study which played a significant role
in the manner m which respondents viewed the various aspects of the local school system’s
RIF policy.
As reflected in the literature and supported by the findings in this study, school systems,
for the most part are contiuing to view seniority and attrition as the primary means by which
RIF policies are implemented in their respective school systems.
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Of the ten systems involved in this study, only one, the Atlanta Public Schools, is currently
piloting a competency based approached to RIF with projected considerations for modifica¬
tions in the future. During the preleminary stages of this investigation it was revealed that
school systems in such states as Arizona and Bermerton, Washington are making some attempts
for alternatives other than straight seniority.
Based upon the findings of this study seniority continues to be the practiced procedure for
addressing the dilemma caused primarily by a decline in pupil population. It is the opinion of
this writer that considerations should be given to some crucial questions. These considerations
should move beyond the practical aspect of reduction in personnel and into the impact of
RIF on the organizational structure. More specifically, attention should be given the following
questions:
1) In a climate of RIF, how can a school system best address the goals and objectives
of public education?
2) If a reorganizational pattern is dictated by RIF, does a school system’s current RIF
3) How will the cvirrent RIF policy address the gains made for women and minority
groups?
4) In the current RIF policy, have considerations been given to the findings that have
been pointed out in various organizational theories such as job satisfaction, group cli¬
mate, human relations, group climate and Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs?
5) Does the current RIF policy edlow for transferring “inputs” to “outputs” at a lower
cost, yet receive the desired performance outcome?
In view of the facts mentioned in this study, it seems imperative that school systems be¬
gin (if they have not already done so) to explore alternatives to be included in their current
RIF policy. These alternatives should be considered from the theoretical as well as from the
practical points of view.
Conclusions
The conclusions of this study have been drawn upon responses from categorical employees
within each participating school system and how these respondents view the practiced RIF
approach, policy or plan developed by their respective school systems.
Based on the forememtioned findings, the following conclusions may be drawn:
1) Although a statistical significant difference did not exist among the groups regarding
official involvement, a higher percentage of employees with less than ten years of
seniority have been officially involved with RIF plans than those with more years of
experience. Consequently, the position of the person seems to determine how the
RIF policy was regarded. The higher the position, the more positive were the responses.
2) The apparent lack of support and the skepticism on the part of teachers can be attri¬
buted to the fact that their level of official involvement in the development of the
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RIF policy was limited.
3) It appears that the decision to develop a Rif policy was due primarily because of de¬
clining enrollemnt, fiscal demands and over-hiring.
4) Seniority and attrition appear to be the most prevalent considerations of school
systems when faced with the decision to reduce staff.
5) It is evident that none of the participating school systems have developed a comprehen¬
sive, equitable approach to reduce personnel that is suitable to all situations.
The onus is on each school system to develop a sound RIF policy that will take into con¬
sideration all employees, especially women and minority groups, before the need arises. One
that would stand up in a court of law as well as maintain a quality educational program.
Within this study are some limitations to which attention should be given. They are as
follows:
1) Although participating systems are members of the Council of Great City Schools,
perceptions of respondents are not necessarily representative of the Council. Neither
is the Council necessarily representative of all school systems within the United States.
2) Questions 15 and 25 on the RIF Questionnaire solicited a ranking from respondents.
All respondents did not rank the items as specified. Perhaps this is due to the fact that
the directions were not clearly stated.
3) Also in item 15 the word “program” was inadvertently left off. The item should have
read “adequate program”.
IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This research study, as is often the case has yielded some implications and evoked some
unresolved questions which create a need for further investigation. As a result of the related
literature and the analysis of data in this study, the implications and recommendations are as
follows:
IMPLICATIONS
The findings of this study warrant the following implications;-^
1) School systems seem not to take into consideration the impact of their current RIF
policy on the various role groups affected by it.
2) There is no evidence of available studies that examine the impact of RIF on such fac¬
tors as affirmative actions, competency ratings, observed performance and rating of
qualification by training.
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3) The majority of school systems rely on seniority without taking into consideration
other factors as competence and quality programs for children.
4) There is no evidence that the RIF policies in this study reflect theories of organization¬
al behavior.
5) Currently, school systems do not effectively and efficiently make use of avziilable in¬
formation in making projections for future RIF policies.
RECOMMENDATIONS
Based on the findings of this study it is recommended that:
1) School systems seek to include a cross representation of all role groups by job title
during the planning, developmental and implementation stages of the RIF policy.
2) Research be conducted to examine the impact of RIF on such factors as affirmative
action, competency rating, observed performance and rating of job qualification.
3) Alternative models be identified which include factors other than seniority and exa¬
mine their rate of success.
4) A future study be conducted to investigate the possibility for a more equitable
approach to RIF with considerations being given to personnel as well as to program.
5) School systems update and maintain demographic information to facilitate enroll¬
ment forecasting in order to more effectively and efficiently accommodate changes
dictated by decline in pupil population.
6) This study be replicated focusing on job satisfaction and employee morale as control¬
ling factors.
This study has investigated a problem that is germane to all school systems and especial¬
ly to urban school systems that are faced with drastics cuts in personnel.
It is my sincere hope that this study will in some way make a significant contribution to
the field of education and to school administrators in their decision-making process regard
ing the critical issue of Reduction In Force.
APPENDIX A
COUNCIL BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND MEMBERS DISTRICTS
CITY SUPERINTENDENTS
*Atlanta Alonzo A. Crim
*Baltimore -John L. Crew
*Boston Paul Kennedy
*Buffalo Eugene T. Reville
Chicago Ruth B. Love
Cleveland Peter Carlin
*Dade County Leonard Britton
Dallas Linus Wright
Denver Joseph E. Brzeinki
Detroit Arthur Jefferson
Long Beach Frances Laufenburg
Los Angeles William Johnston
Memphis Willie Herenton
Milwaukee Lee R. McMurrin
Minneapolis Richard R. Green
Nashville Charles Frazier
New Orleans Charles Martin
*New York City Frank J. Macchiarola





*St. Louis Robert Wentz
San Franciscb Robert F. Alioto
Seattle David L. Moberly
Toledo Donald Steele
Washington, D.C. James Guines

































School of Education Augiost 18, 1981
TO: Council of Great City Schools or Whom It May Concern
FROM: Robert H. Hatch, Professor of Education and Committee Chairman
RE: Candidacy for Ed.D. by Elizabeth Brown
This comes to certify that Mrs. Brown presented and satisfactorily
passed the proposal hearing for an Ed.D. dissertation entitled:
"A Study of Approaches for Reducing Personnel in
Twenty-Eight Urban School Systems, 1974-81, and
Their Plans for Reducing such Personnel in the
Future"
during the 1981 Summer Session.
I am certain that your cooperation in helping her collect the data
for such a study will be appreciated.














800 E. City Hall Avenue
Norfolk, Virginia 23510
Dear Board Member;
I am a doctoral student at Atlanta University majoring in Educational Administration
and am conducting a research study which deals with reduction in school personnel.
Dr. Dodson has informed me of permission granted by your system to be included in
my research study entitled "Approaches Used by Selected Urban School Systems During
the Past Seven Years, 1974-1981, and Their Plans for Such Reduction in the Future."
As part of my data collection process, personal interviews will be conducted in seven
of the participating school districts. Your school system has been selected to be included
in the interview process. Representatives to be interviewed are; the Superintendent,
the School Board FYesident, the Vice-President, and/or one other Board member most
knowledgeable of personnel actions.
I realize the busy schedule you must have; however, I would be grateful if you will allow
me the opportunity to include you as one of my interviewees. This will require approximately
25 minutes of your time.
Due to several constraints, it is possible that I will need to resort to the telephone for
some interviews. Please indicate on the enclosed form your willingness to cooperate
and the most convenient dates and times approximation(s)-










I am a doctoral student at Atlanta University, Atlanta, Georgia,
majoring in Educational Administration. I am conducting a research
study which deals with reduction in personnel, and I am surveying
various role groups from within selected urban school districts
throughout the country.
I realize that you are very busy with your daily obligations, how¬
ever, I would appreciate your taking a few minutes to complete the
attached questionnaire. It will take approximately fifteen minutes.
Your responses will be treated with the strictest of confidence in
that compilation and reporting of the data obtained from this survey
will be recorded cumulatively. In no way will a given response be
associated with your response.
Enclosed is a stamped, self-addressed envelope for your convenience.
The RIF Questionnaire should be returned by January 25, 1982.
Thank you for taking the time to assist me is this stage of my pro¬
gram.
Please feel free to contact me at:
(404) 349-7730 - Home










Board Members most familiar with personnel actions
Interviewer: Mrs. Elizabeth M. Brown, researcher for study entitled:
A STUDY OF APPROACHES FOR REDUCING PERSONNEL
IN SELECTED URBAN SCHOOL SYSTEMS
DURING THE PAST SEVEN YEARS AND THEIR
PLANS FOR REDUCING SUCH PERSONNEL
IN THE FUTURE
Setting of Interview:
The interview will occur at a time and a place convenient for the interviewee
and conducive for uninterrupted dialogue.
Anticipated Time Frame of Interview:
Approximately forty (40) minutes
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS
1. Your school system has developed and/or implemented a policy for reduction in force
(RIF), is this correct?
2. Please share with me the details of your school system’s plans for reduction in force
(Its history? Its development? Its implementation? Its impact?)?
3. What were the chief factors or circumstances that led to the development of the reduc¬
tion in force policy for your system (fiscal constraints, enrollment, etc.)?
4. What procedures were followed in developing the Reduction In Force Policy in your
system?
5. Who was involved in developing the reduction in force policy in your school system?
6. In the reduction in force policy developed for your system, are there certain factors
receiving prime considerations (number of schools kept open; student-teacher ratio;
administrator-teacher ratio; consolidation of schools; shifting of positions (administra¬
tors to classroom, etc.)?
7. How were the procedures to Reduction in Force endorsed or approved?
8. What is the major method by which personnel will be reduced under your Reduction in
Force Plan (lack of competency; certain percentage of Junior/Senior people; early
retirement incentives; natural attrition without replacement, etc.)?
9. In your opinion, is there equity in your school system’s approach to Reduction in
Force? Please elaborate as extensively as you wish.
10. Was the Reduction in Force Policy in your school system successfully implemented
as planned (expected)?
11. Were there any very graphic oppositions to the implementation of your plan (strike;
legal challenges; protesting at board meetings; walkouts, etc.)?
12. What have been the impacts that have resulted from the implementation of Reduction
in Force Policy in your school system (quality of education provided; number of child¬
ren leaving public school to enter private school; number of “competent” persons taking
jobs elsewhere, etc.)?
13. Do you believe that the current work force in your school system is stable, or do you
foresee possible adjustments in personnel in the near future?
Interview Questions
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14. If a clear need was indicated for reducing personnel for the next academic year, and you
had to make the decision for an equitable Reduction in Force Policy, would you use
the plan currently endorsed by your school system? Please explain.
15. If another plan is needed, what would you see as desirable ingredients or considerations
for the plan to be an equitable one?
PRE-INTERVIEW FEEDBACK
Please complete the following and return to the researcher in the stamped self-addressed
envelope provided.
1. School System represented:
2, In my school system, I hold the position of:
□ School Board President
□ School Board Vice-President
□ Board Member working closely with personnel
□ School Superintendent
(Please check appropriate box)
3. I will participate in the interview. □
I will not participate in the interview. □
(Please check appropriate box)








REDUCTION IN FORCE (RIF) QUESTIONNAIRE
Questionnaire To Be Conducted by Elizabeth M. Brown in Reference
to Approaches for Reducing Personnel in Urban School Systems
Instructions; For each question, please limit your response to the one most
appropriate, answer unless otherwise specified.













e. 20 years or more





























8. What is the racial composition of the student population in your school
system?







h. More than 80% White
9. Has your school system developed an approach or plan for reducing personnel
(if necessary) in the last seven years?
a. Yes
b. No
c. I don't know
10. Has your school system implemented a reduction in personnel — Reduction In




c. I don't know
11. Have you been officially involved with the development or the implementation
of the Reduction In Force Policy in your school system?
a. Yes
b. No




13. Do you think that the Reduction In Force Policy developed in your school
system/district treats fairly all groups of persons who are affected?
a. Yes
b. No





15. What were the chief factors that led to the development of Reduction In Force






16. How was the Reduction In Force Policy developed for your school system?
a. By a select committee
b. By outside consultants
c. By selection from proposals submitted to a committee
d. By the School Board alone
e. Other ways (specify)
17. If the Reduction In Force Policy was decided by a selected committee, who
constituted that committee?
a. Civic persons and parents
b. Board of Education members
c. Central level administrative personnel
d. Mid-level management personnel
e. Classroom teachers
f. Personnel staff members
g. Legal authorities of the system
h. All of the above
i. Others (specify) i
18. How was your Reduction In Force Policy endorsed or approved?
a. By a community referendum
b. By the School ^ard only
c. By the Superintendent and his Cabinet only
d. By the personnel director only
e. By all personnel affected
f. All of the above
g. Others (specify)
19. What are/were the primary methods by which personnel would be reduced
under your school system's approach?
a. By competence rating (training credentials, observed performance, and
effectiveness)
b. By a formula for a mixture of junior/senior personnel
c. By natural attrition
d. By early retirement incentives
e. Primarily by seniority
f. Sen ior ity
g. Affirmative action
h. Certification
i. Advanced degrees (qualification by training)
j. Observed performance
k. Evaluation rating
l. By all of the above_^
m. Other (specify7
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20. What methods were employed to attempt to maintain quality programs for
students in implementing the Reduction In Force Policy in your school
district?
a. Consolidation of schools
b. Closed schools
c. Increased pupil-teacher ratio
d. Maintained a percentage of teachers on part-time basis
e. Shifting personnel
f. Other (specify)
21. In your opinion, has the educational program been affected negatively as a
result of reduction in personnel?
a. Yes
b. No




23. What were the three (3) most widely accepted features of the Reduction In
Force plan in your school system/district?
a.
b.
c.24.What are the three (3) most undesirable features of the Reduction In Force




25. Which aspects of the Reduction In Force plan in your school system/district








e. Rating of qualification by training
f. Other (specify
26. Did implementation of the Reduction In Force plan in your school








d. In a state of flux?
e. Other (specify)




d. In a state of flux?
e. Other (specify)
29. Would you consider the education program in your school system as currently
(last two years)
41. Stable?
b. In'state of flux?
c. Other (specify)_
30. Do you foresee a need to reduce (or further reduce) the personnel in your
school system during the next two years?
a. Yes
b. No
31. If a need is anticipated to reduce personnel in the near future, do you think the




32. If your answer to number "31" is no, briefly explain why you think the current
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